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+ . .Personmal Characferistics Associated with Effective Teaching

S N . :

RQbert'F Peck and Donald J. Veldman . .

. The.University of Texas at Austin

The objectives of this phase of the research program were to identify
. ‘. »

‘e

indibidual’characteiistics of attitude, conceptual style, and personality
1

that may be slgnlflcantly related to teachlng effectiveness. ,The measures - .

used here may be vlewed as "distal" var1ab1es with regard to* a criterlon of )

0
- . 3

éffective impact on pupil.achievement, in contrast.to the more "proximal"

variables obtained by direct classroom observation of the teachers toncerned -
V4 .

(seef papers by Brophy and Evertson). These distalfvariables were derived.

froé paper/pencil instrumentsﬁcompleted by the teachers themselves at the

L
o 1'.-?

end of the school year fOllOWlng the four years durlng.whlch the1r Effective-

ness was assessed in terms of pup11 galns on standard ach1evement measures. + T I

of partlcular Anterest is the 1nc1us10n in this battery df both highly | ,
3 ..
structured (questionnaire) and relatively unstructured (Eree-response)

instruments. Predictive estimates were*derived from these datd by objective -
) - h : : .

scoring ofreach instrument separately and also by .ratings based on the total

- . v

assessment file of each teacher. Both the"objective scores and the ratings .
*

were then correlated with the "proximal" observation-based variablés, as
) . ’ -
well as with the pupil-gain effectiveness criterion. s

P

Sample and Measures

Twentynseven teacliers. who had been selected as' "consistent" in theiy

* " PR -

relative effectiveness in eliciting pup11 achievement gains (see paper by .
s '
Veldman and Brophy). conpletzd a battery of paper/pencil instruments which

s 13

{ncludéd the rollowing. ) ) ; {

-
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Questionnaires

Adjective Self-Description (Veldman and Parker>1970). Yields seven .,

trait-factor scores. ° ' . ’ e

. . . e

- Self-Report inventory (Bown and Richek,*1967). Yields eight attitude

rr . v - . -
’ o .

measures. -

! ~ . \.‘.

Jiews of Life (Peck, Diaz-Guerrerd and hewrence, 1973) . Yields 20 scale

. . in

scores, . ’ B ' -

-’

. &

Free-PResponse Instruments - \ - .

Rcmirahat A

. R - ~
Biographical Information. Covers family. education, health, interests,

<

work history, 4nd self-assessment of attributes and goals}?
“-y -

Concerns Statement (Fuller, 1969). A listing of current personal teaching

e

concerns.

N ~

D1rected Imaglnatlon (Veldman and'Menaker, 1969) Write three fictional

°

il

stories about teaching in 15 minutes. . . VT

-

‘One~Word Sentence completlon (Veldman, Menaker, " and PecL, L969) Sixty-

l

- ) 3

two itan form’ requ1r1ng single-word responses. . S0 T ' T

.
°

These teachers were selected on the basis of pupil-gain data from years 1-3.

a -

-

Each teachér had a pup11-ga1n score for years 1-4, and an average score for
the four yeavs. The personality data were collected in the fifth year.
. Procedure
-+

Each instrument was scored on a number of dimensions, according to
) . : x

4
[y

-

. published procednresl The individual file for each teacher, containing all

-

of the origiral (nnscored) instruments, was_ thereafter independently evaluated
by three ‘experienced judges. Estimates of probable teaching behavior, based

& ©n these evaluations, were recorded on the following seven-point rating scales:

- . ’
l. Subject-mat-2r competence (Interjudge reliability .68) .
. - .

2. Communication’ skills (.55)

' 3. “.Stimlating imagination (.59) , ~

L

~

3
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/ .
i

. to. general levels of teaching effectivenesp to bﬁ/expected from the teachers. .4

4. Responsible independence (:58)
’ Poise and self-confidence_(.83)
", é« Attitude-toward students (.53) . - . ; l. X —'_ . /
7. "Teaching style (teacher vs. pupilscenteifd) (.41)

8. Disciplipary control ¢. 58) . !
9. Attitude toward supervision  (.59) [ :

. \
10. Reaction to own mistakes (T&SZ ; o .
\L. Alertness to classroom év;nfs (.59) 'Z
12. Proféssional cpmmitment:(.39) J;
"13, Summar" rating of'competence (.60) ; ‘ .
,114. Ranking dn competence (.71) ' j ° !

/
- In addition to the ratings, each Judce/rank-orde ed all 27 folder§ according
Va

~

Inter-judge reliability estimates were tnen compMt eJ among the evaluations of
the three judges, and composite evaluations were ‘also computed 2

- The final stage'of the procedure was the calculation of correlations

between the variables obtained by obJective and clinical scoring of these B

distal-data and the-assessments made from proximal classroom observa*iop; with

ratings based on short interviews with the teachers, and with the teaching

> e

effectiveness criteria derived from analysis of pupil achievement data.

Find ngs

LY

€

1%

%

i

Table l shows that the 6verall teaching-effectiveness ranking based

£

°

on the assessment battery (COMPASS) correlated .49 with an overall effective- .

Q -

a . . s
ness rating based‘on rvepeated ¢lassroom observations; but not with,an

effectiveness rating based on an interview and not with any of the six pupil \

achievement-test gain scores. The classroom observers' ratings did not - 1
correlate with the pupil gain-5cores, either; but the interviewer's two ratings

did correlate with the‘%upil-gain scores in five out of 16 comparisons (.41-.58).
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A detailed .comparison of the a§§essment rat1ngs with the MAT ga1n scores

.. Teya

_revealed that the lack of correlatlon was ‘due 1arge1y to seven of theﬂ27 cases,

three of which were rated very high but had very low pupil,gain scores; the

others were rated very low but had high M:AT gain scores. Tak%hg out these
. g

the other 20 cases correlated about .60. Preliminary scrﬁtipy of

- v,

cases,

l
these off-quadrant cases suggests that the dimensions of.effectiveneSs on\which

hd T

.he'assessors and the classroom observers agree, but which are not related T

to the MAT gain measures, may involve quite different kinds of teacher impact

on- pupils than the MAT measures; dimensions that are positively related to

positive, confident,; initiative~inducing qualities in the teachers, as opposed

'to the somewhat negative personal attitudes that were correlated with MAT

gains (see Table 2). . . .-
. /H/ ° .

H " - . .
Indeed, in the case of the ten teachers with Title I classes, the assessment
[ ' . . .

ju¥ges' ratings on such things as lack of defensiveness, alertness to classroom

events, professional commitment, ‘and attitude toward supervision were negatively
. o ] R
correlated with MAT gains on Arithmetic.Reasoning at an extremely high level,

.

Furthermore, this group showed very large negative

-~

ranging from -.84 to - 95
correlations between T gains on Arithmetic Reasonlng and such Biographical

items as number of children (v 80), father s and mother s education level

(=, 95, - 95) number of teachers in fam11y (-. 92), self-rating of health (-.80)
4

and years of teach1ng (-.96). Only number of graduate courses‘correlated posi-

tively with MAT gain (.77): s '
. « H
Tablé 2 shows the results of .separately correlating‘the total set of

v

"predictor" measures -~ objective scores on the Various assessment instruments,
intérviewer ratings and observer ratings, with the pdpil ‘achievement-gain
i

scores associated with each teacher, on eagh.of the fivelsubscales of the

. : ! . k/
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Metropolitan-Achievement Test, in each of four years. Included in the table

are those variables that showed three or more significant correlations dut
* -
of its twenty comparisons with MAT scores. The assessment-battery score

4

that .most often proved sighificantly related to the MAT gain-scores was ..

the total score on the Views of\Life'(negativel;acorrelated). This jindicates

¢

that the teachers whose pupils howed greater MAT gains tend to be psycho-

~

logically pas81ve, cautious and lacking in self-confidence. The negative

v - -

fr
correlation 6f their Emotional Control score indicates, however, that they

<

. o ) : - .
say they prefer to actept and express their feelings rather than hold them in.

The AdJective Self-Description scores show’ chat teachers with high pupil

5
gains on the MAT describe themselves as unattractive in appearance, and practical

rather than idealistic The Self-Report Inventory correlations show them

expressing digsatisfaction with themselves and’ also dissatisfgction about the

o

relationships they had with their parents. —
-~ ‘ 1
'Factual items from the Biographical Form show that the more children of

their own they have; the less ﬁAI-gains their.pupils show; whereas their pupils

gain more, the more grad work the teacher has taken, and more if she has -
earned a Masters degree. . . -
The professional level-of-maturity sgore on the Concerns‘instrument

correlated second‘mdst often-with the MAT gain-sgores. The more‘the overt

"

topi¢cs they cxted dealt with .concerns about pupil learning, rather than self-

preoccupied concerns, the better. their pupils did on the MAI gain criterion.
1 e’

However, when these same responses were eValuated "clinically," presumably
“ 4
for their realy underlying maturity, clarity and percéptiveﬁés39 both the«tating

and the teaéher-to-teacher ranking correlated negatively'with the.MAT scores,

>

- d - ' . A '
raising some question about the genfzneness of the oyerlly expressed concerns,

even though overt "professionalism"igorrelated with MAT gains.

L4 :

L




L 3

. .and positively with MAT gains, in eleven out of forty comparisons.

-
1

As was true in Table 1

.

The class-
* room observer ratings also correlated positively with some MAT subscale geins,

_year by year, although they had not correlated significantly with the four-

]

year averages, in Table 1.

bl

All of the "predictor' -measures were taken in the fifth year, after the. .

. \ ’ N
four.years from which the pupil-gain scores were derived; so they were actually

, the interviewer's ratings correlated.significantly

“gost-dictors." MoreOVﬁr, in the fougth year, four of the teachers“had changed -

from Title I to non—Title 1 schools -- a marked change in pupil pOpulation,

3

while one teacher had switched the other way. The fourth year“also.saw a

‘o " I - .
number of the teachers ¢hangé from the self-contained classroom they had

always known to a team-teaching arrangement.
- ¥

Fartly to'test the possible effects of cemporal changes on the correla-
tions and partly to see if fourth-year alterations particularly affected them,

Tabie 3 was constructed
“predictor" variables and th® MAT gdin scores are not randomly distributed

¢

The closer-in time the MAT scores are taken,-within

>

across the'four years.

¢

the first three years, ‘to the f1fth-yedr observations and assessments, the

-y

the fourth year, when numerous changes in type- of teaching assignmeno tock

N »

place, the number of significant conrelations drops ‘ to half that (17) of

larger is tne number of significant correlations, from 21 to 25 to 33.

the- third year. ‘ : " .
. ‘ ‘ s Y . ~ -
Discussion " . . oo . "
. . . . ‘ ' . .

o

s Two important findings-stand out.

,\xepresent as a desirable sign of pupil learning, and therefore of effective
teadhing, they do ;ht measure(whatever it is that the classroom observe:s
and'fhe psychological assessors mutually agreed upon in this study,-'as im- | i

/portant aspects of effectiVe teaching (and“pupir learning, by inference1.~

& . . -~

It shows that the significant correlations among the*

4

: LN : - R .
‘First, whateyer achievement test gains '

\

~

e )
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Second,

A\l

those variables in the assessment battery whose scores correlated

significantly Qith the MAT gain scores foxmed a highly consistent. and not '

*

, altogetheg.reassuringop&ttern:

self-doubting, psychologisally passive,

-

“u

* /' somewhat unhappy women appegred more likely to generate high pupil gains on

.
achievement tests.

Women with children of their'own, confident of their own

¢

LY

. attractiveness and prone to cope with problems in an active, self-relignt

way did” not produce”large MAT gains.

-

A s

.

To be sure, the high-gain teachers tend%d to have more post-baccalaureate

education.

They talked in a pupil-centered way on the Concerns instrument,

although the Judge-who made a clinical evaluation of these data believed that

these teachers quite often were voicing a "party.line" of cliches, not

'necessarily'thinking hard and ootentlyrabrﬁt real,/specific.oupil neede. -

NOnetheless, the data did show a great dea

- effo;!bqn the part of alqo

P

4

[}

L4

st every one of the teachers in the sample._

.~Still the evidence 80 far in this squdy raises smmg‘real questions )

é

. about uncritidally taking achievement test ‘gaing as'a wholly desirable

educational yardstick.

‘—

d

the classroom observers and the persbdhality assessors found some common'agree;

~

%0

L 4

k.

'

Putting together the less than totally happy chavrac-
. ' A . ' .
teristics ‘of the teachexs who did indu:e such gains,‘with'the fact that both

ment on a presently unidentified- kind of teaching effectiveness that is not

L3

., at all related to achievement test gains, the data suggest that other criterid

°

)

)
- of good teaching and good learning need to be identified and used.

-

Beyond

_ some moderate point it almost looks as thgugh those who get children to

learn, the somewhat mechanical atomized knowledge and skills tagped by

. atandardized achievement tests might unwrttinglv~deter other kinds of learning,

;ZEIVGbly

' creating a subtly depressing, low risk-taking atmosphere that could co

AT

e

s

L]

-
Sa

b
.
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»

keep children'from learning to cope vigorously, self-xeliancsy and happily
with problems of lgarning‘and ‘livir\g It cafinot be too strongly remarked t

this is much more- speculation than reporting, ‘at tu{s point but weE iutbnd
e )

to putsue these leads, Jes peciallv to identi"y the behavior that characteriz

those .eachers vhom the observers and assessors thotighc ha.ghly c‘fecttve,

L
[y
a [

albe{t that effectiveness was not reflncted in achievenent-test gains when

) . . T . ..
' -that was the sole.c’ri)terion. ) > __— " . el

-

. . [ VN . ‘ . . . L, T
‘A methodological footnote of po_ss'ible interest derives from the ‘vtzerv

. . . , . ‘/ “ . i - e N A
’e LY ~ . * - By - .
that. the close'r in tine the criterion.and "'predictor" meas‘ureslwere, the mo

. closely they correlated This is scarcely a 'startling C. new phenonenon,

‘but it does imply that important chauges in be avior and attitude do occur,

-~

year by year, perhaps suffitiently large to expla:.n why guth a smal]: fractiq

b

“~

g _ of teachers (31 out of 115..in this study) show 3 reasonably consistr‘nt pat!

of pupil gains on the HAT over only a three year span. “
. e Nt

LA Baving hoted somé’ posaible dangers in nsine achiev-ent test gains asg |

only criteuon, or perhaps even the doqinant critetion, for judging teaching

4 ‘ . hd - ’ . L

effectweness,' the only resoonsible stance is to make constructive suggesti«

f for a bettet mix of criteria. ‘l‘his will almost certainly continne to incluc

.
[ * 2

standardized testing of know'ledge acquisition. lihat may be neeaad are "speci

prccedures for helping teachers to work toward that kind of criterion m a

N "

non-trivial non-mechanical, non-c-adening way. Certain needed next steps

1]

_in research seem ‘to be rather ‘¢learly vigible-in the present data. ’

L . . .
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Table 2

-~ Relative General Validity, Using the

Achievement-Gain Score Criteria
20 separate tests: &4 year.sx S subscales of MAT

Listed below are\the most-successful predictors.

Variable
voi. total score
Cqncerns level score
Number of children

Interviewer- effectiveness

s Interviewer-warmth
NS

_ ASD Attractiveness
. ASD Ideslism

”c_oncerns Rating
Concerns 'Ranking
Numbér g:a}iuate courses
Masters degree
-Observer-effectivemess
SRI Self -

'SRI- Parents

VOL .emotional congroi

~

Significant -

~
* <

5

. Direction

Negative .L“Phas:!.i're")

Positive
Negative
Positive
Positive
Negative

- Negative (practical)

-Negative ]
Negative
Positive

. Positive )

. Pésitive’

‘- Negat.ive
Negative

Negative (expressive)

-
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o .Sign;lf.icant Correlations with All "Predictors"
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Table 3

YL 7 o

24 3| 51'3] 13
2| &l 4] 2 12

4} 31 5] 3] 15

203 6| 1] 12
1rf12]13| 8] 4
21 25 33.17 9
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